RKMARKS 

Thii. Amendment is Ui!!\ responsive to the non-ftnai Ot'tkc Actum dated Juno 25, 200'', 
issued in connection wnh the abuve-identified applicaiion. (lain^s ] 1-20 aie pendint; in the 
present application. With tiiis Amendment, claims i 1 and L?- 19 have been amended; and claim 
1 2 has been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer to the subject matter tl»erein. No new 
matter has been introduced by the amendments made to tlie claims. Favorable reconsideration is 
respectfxslly requested. 

To facilitate the Examiner's reconsideration of the present application, the Applicants 
have provided amendments to the specification, the abstract and the figures. The changes to the 
specification, the abstract and the figures include minor editorial and clarifying changes. 
Replacement portions of the specification, a new abstract and a replacement sheet for Fig. 7 are 
provided. No new matter has been introduced by the amendments made to the specification, the 
abstract atid the figures. 

In the Office Action, claims 12-16 and 19 have been objected to for being dependent on a 
rejected base claim, but vvodd be aNowabie if rewritten in independent form to inchide all the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Accordingly, the Applicants have 
amended independent claim 1 1 to include the features of allowed claim 12; and claims 13-15 and 
19 have been rewritten in independent form to include the limitations of ^eir base claim (i.e,, 
claim 11). Claims 13-15 aitd 19 depend directly from independent claim li, and claim 16 
depends from claim 1 3 (now rewritten in independent form). Accordingly, witlidrawal of the 
objection lo claims 12-! 6 and 19 is respectfully requested. 

In the OtTice Action, claim 19 has been rejected under 35 D.S.C:. 112, second paragraph, 
for being indefinite. Speciftcally, the Examiner alleges that claim 1 9 recites "the green coherent 
light source," which does not have proper antecedent basis. The Applicants have amended claim 
19 to correct the lack of proper antecedent basis noted by the Examiner. Withdrawal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, is respectfully requested. 

In the UffiLO \ct5on, clamis 1 1 .\uc li' ,\ne booi^ .sooted undo! I S C 102(e) as 
beint? anncipaicd h\ Deny et a! {I S P^.;bL^„a„iM i'i4o~(->4 lieieaiier "(X-ntj cUmjs 

W 17 and 20 ha\ c- been lOieotcd under 1 ' S C 102(e) v'js bemix anticipated b\ Cannon ot al 
{h.S. Publication No. 2005/0024701 , hereafter '""Catnion"); and claim 18 has been rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cannon. 
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The Applicants have atuended the claims to clearly distinguish the present iaveation from 
the cited prior art. As noted above, the Exaiuiner indicates that claims 12-16 and 19 would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent fonn to include ail tlte iimitatlotis of their base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

The Applicajus have rewritten claims 13-15 and 19 in independent fomi. Additionaliy, 
independent claim 1 1 has been amended to include the features of claim 12 (now canceled ); and 
claiTns 17, 18 and 20 depend from independent claim 11 (now amended to include the allowable 
features of claim 12). Accordingly, all the cMtm of the present application should be in 
condujon for allo\\ancc without anv additional tommcnt<« being nccessarv 

In kght of the abo\e the Vpphcanf? lespecttnlK *5ubmn that all the pem'nm claims aie 
patcntabL fner the pfior <ut of letoul The Apphcanis tc^pcctlulK iet{ues{ thai the fxamnici 
wiihduu the KjcLiions pjesented m the outstandms OlTfce A-ctton. and pass this apphcation to 
issue. The Examiner is invited to contact tiie undersigned attorney by telephone to resolve any 
remaining issues. 

Re^ectlully submitted, 
Ken'ichi KASAZUMI et al. 

/Mark D. Pratt/ 
Bv 2009.09.25 16:43:35 -04'00' 

Mark D. Pratt 
Registration No. 45,794 
Attorney for Applicants 



MDP/ekb 

Washington, D.C, 20005-1503 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
September 25, 2009 
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